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28th April, 1959. COCOM Doc, Wo. 3415.26/3B
COORDINATING COMUITTEE S list Pobre:
RECORD OF DISCUSSIONS Geme‘fxg\

o
THE AMENDMENT ‘OF ITEMS 1526 — COMMUNICATION CABLE
AND 4481 - RATLWAY SIGNALLING APPARATUS
20th, 23rd and 27th April 1959
Present: Belgium(Luxembourg), Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, Italy,

Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Turkey, United Kingdom, United States.

References: COCOM Docs. 3436 and Addendum, 3444, 3450, 3451, 3452, 3464,
gigg’ ?%gg’ 3473, 3474, 3475, 3483, 3487, 3415.26/1 and 2, 3489,
, L]

1. The CHATHAN pointed out that the Committee had agreed at its
April 16th meeting (COCOM Document 3492, paragraph 16) to take up during the
present session the examination of the amendment of Items 1526 and 4481.

Only one proposal to this effect had been submitted: the French proposal set
out in COCOW Document 3415.26/1, suggesting that Item 1526 be amended as
follows:

"Communication ceble (including submarine cable) of any type
containing morc than one pair of conductors and containing any
conductor, single or stranded exceeding 0.9 mm in diameter,
exeept those specially designed for telecommand, telecontrol
and railway service communications".

The Chairmen invited Delegates to make known their Governments! views on this
proposal.

2. The ITALIAN Delegatc stated that, before boginning a thorough
discussion of the guestion on the agenda, he folt that it would be useful to
specify the framework for the debate and to resolve & preliminary question
affecting the Committee's essontial principleos, i.es the application of the
wenimity principle. It was important to remove all vestige of doubt as to

the manner in which the Committce proposed to apply this principle in the
present instance. All werc awarc that as o gencral rulc, when the Committee
hed rceceived & proposal for an amendment to a definition on the International
Lists, they started out from a definition which had boen unanimously agrocd,
the debate was opened on the possibility of amending that definition, and
compromise solutions might be contemplated. The Committee usually rcached
unanimous agreement as to the emendment of the Item concerned. M ternatively,
unanimity not having been achieved, the definition in force remaincd unchanged
end in such an event it was customory for the Delegation having proposed the
amendment to accopt the views of the delcgations favouring retention without
change. The Delcgate hoped that, before procceding further, it could be
agrcecd that all wcmbers of the Committee subgeribed to this interpretation of
the unanimity rule.

3. The CHATRMAN stated that he did not feel there was eny neced for a
long discussion on this point. There was no doubt in his nind that a proposal
to amend an Item on the International Lists must sceure unanimous agreement,
failing which the definition in force remaincd unchenged.

i
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4 The ITALTANW Dclegate thanked the Chairman for the statement he

had just made ond oxpressed his conviction that the whole of the Committee
agreed with it. Teking note of the provisional withdrawel of the Gernen
request (COCOM Doc. 3500), the Delegate pointed out that the discussion as

to the amendment of Item 1526, and the French Government's position regarding
the cxport of cables to the Soviet Union, were closely linked.

5 The UNITED STATES Delecgate stated first of all that his Italian
colleague's prelininery remarks appeared to be perfectly sound. He bolicved
that the obsecrvations hc was instructed to submit would contribute to the
clarity of the dcebate. The United States authoritics had contemplated tho
possibility of an amcundment to the Itens concerncd and had euthorised their
Delegation to take part in the prusent discussions if such were the desire
of the Committee. It should be made clear from the outset however that in
the eyes of the United States Delegation this discussion could not constitute
an endeavour to leugitimise an cxport which had alrcady been authorised. Tho
present study should be undertaken in such a nanner as to be absolutely inde-
pendent of the practical considerations which had given rise to it.

6. The Comnittec was at present in posscssion of a proposal from the
French Delegation for the anendment of Item 1526 in order to exclude thercfrom
certain cables which, in another context, had forned the subject of prolonged
discussions end which the quasi-thnimity of liember Governments recognised as
being covercd by the ecmbargo. The United States Government's views on the
strategic aspcct of the matter were well known and had already been explained
during the discussions concerning the possible export of the cables to the
Soviet Union. The United States considercd in short that the cables which the
French Dolegation proposed for cxclugion from Itenm 1526 were capable of
transnitting all the types of signals which would be supplicd to then, fron
railveay signals to the signale of an carly warning system. The Delegate noted
that the exclusion clause proposed by the French Delogation roferred to the
end-use of the cables and nct to technical choracteristics which would render
them unsuitable for strategic uses. The Unitced States Delegation belicved

in fact that the scle anendicnt possible would be to indicate in an unequi-
vocal manner the interpretation which fourteen participeting countries had
recently confirned for this Itern.

Te The FRENCH Delegate, thanking the Choirnen for the cxplanation he
had been goed cnough to give in response to the Italian Delogate's guestion
(paragraph 3 abovo), stated that he was in full agreenent. Replying to the
renarks made by the United States Delegate, the Delegate recalled that his ‘
Government's position had been stated on many occasions and referred particu-
larly in this connection to paragraphs 23 to 25 of COCOM Document 3489 and to
paragraph 15 of COCOM Document 3492. He comphesized that his Government's
proposal was intended to avoid for the future divergencics of interpretation
such as thosc which had manifested themselves rcecently. The Delcgate stresscd
that there cxisted onc essential factor ensbling Post Office (P.T.T.) cables
to be distinguished from S.N.C.F. cabless the hebitual prescence in Post
Office long-distance cables of coaxial cables, which constituted the princi-
pal fector making possible long-range and wide-band communications. The
S5.N.C.F. cables, as the French Delegeation had already conceded, might serve
for the transmission over short distences of sorvice communications assimilo-
ted in Western Burcpe to tele-signalisations and not to long-distance cormmu-
nications. It had to be borne in nind that these cables could not be placed
end to end to be used for this purpose. If, contrary to all logic, attemnpts
were nade to do this and to use certain froquency-carrying gquads, the noxi-
mun distance which could be realised, according to the standerds of the
Intornational Telccommunications Unicn, would be in the region of 250 kms and
the transnission obtained would be bad and would ccase to be intelligible
beyond 500 kns.

8, The UNITED KINGDOM Delcgete welconed the attempt by the French
Delegaticon to solve the cable problem by mcans of a rcdefinition proposal, but
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his authorities were unable to accept the specific proposal for the following
Teasons: the terms Telecormend and Teleccontrol werc so wide as to nakc the
broposed cxception virtually all~cmbracing. Telccomman&f(taken to nmean the
initiation and control of ection at & distence) were operations which night
be enployed for innocuous purposcs (e.g., railway signalling) or for nighly
strategic ones (cige, data transmission, predictor =nd fire control work).
With regord to the proposed words "spccially designed" the view of the
United Kingdon Delegation was that the fact of "special degign" for a parti-
cular purpose would ba difficult and night be impossible to establish in the
field of comrunications cable and, oven if esteblished, the fact night be
irrelevant. What was relevant was the specification of the ceble and of the
terninal cquipnent with which it was to be used and the potential applica-’
tions which were opened up in these specifications.

9. The FRENCH Delegate stated in reply to his United Kingdon collea-
gue that the notion of "spceial design" of the cobles could perfectly well

be checked becouse the fact that certain quads of & cable were in conf ornity
with the spocifications of the International Telecommunications Union would
not be enough to nake it o cousunication cable. Thus, the cable ordered by
the Sovict Union wag, in the uwnaninous cpinion of the experts, a cable spe-
cially designed for railway signaelling; certain of its quads were loaded in a
way which was abnornel for coumunications, it containad special signalling
wires which were not used in telephony, the characteristics of the central
quad indicated o utilisation for telecontrols end, lasgtly, the arrangenent of
the quads in the cable nade this recognisable as a railway ceble. The Dole-
gate cmphasized cnece nocre that the Russiens would not cxXperience any diffi-
culty in nanufacturing the cables which were necessary to them and that the
najor chbstacle would lie in the proeducticn of the anplificrs and terminal
ecquipnent required for their utilisation as frequency-carricrs; but with
carrier cquipment it wag Possible 1o use a single cerial line with two wirces.
The Delegate reealicd nercover that these considerations hed alrcady becen sct
out in COCOM Ducunent Lo, 3470 and that the Gernan Delegation had then sup-
ported the French position ag to the non-strategic naturc of the cables in-
velved.  The Delegate then read & passage fron the Report of the Intornatiow
nal Telecommunications Union on which was bhased in part the French argunent
as to the inpossibility of using reilway cables for commumications:

"Type "{12 + 12)" systens on sPhetric cable pairs are used
(without the need for laying a sccond cable) on either old do-
loaded cables or (in special cases) on cables speeially laid
(these gencrally being short). Therefore it is very unlikely
that, in the international network, the systems will be used
for long distances or will involve more than two countrieg."

i0. The UNITED STATES Delcogate explained in response to his French
colleague's rencrks (paragraph 7 above) concerning the presence of coaxial
cables in Post Office cables, that the use of such cables was linited to the
lines used for telcvision an? to donsely-populated regions. Reverting to

the cxample of the cable crdercd by the Russians, the Delegote cuphasized
that, according to the infornation supplicd by the Delegations from countrics
to which enquiries had becen sent, this ceble was intended for & region which
could not be called denscly populated and in these circunstances the commu-~
nications capacity of tho cable, cven if it werc pertially used for telesige
nalisations, eoxceeded very considerably the necds of the area involvod,

There was no way of differentiating o railway cable fron enother type of
comumnication cable; sclcly the olcctrical properties of the cable and the
cequipnent added by the purchasing country deternincd the use to which the
cable should be put. It was inpossible to detormine a priori the utilisa-
tion of a cablc oven in the case of a coaxial coblo. Lecording to the Sovict
statencnts, the cable which had been ordered would be laid in a region in
which the Russians had taken 8ix years to ley 2,200 or 2,400 kilometres of
Symuetrical cables; it was a question now however of offering to Russio o

SECRET

] (baken to moan the brems.ission of InsTrosi frop poind i) and
I\sproed For Release 1998109116 : GIA RDPS2-00647 A000100110030.8




Mved For Release 999/09!145‘; CIA-RDP62-006478%800 100:1180205:81 5. 26 /33

cable which would provide a communications capacity far superior to that
available at present and the Delegate considered that no one could fail to be
struck by the strategic consequences of such a supply. Reverting to the
amendment proposed by the French Delegation for Item 1526, the Delegate
associated himself with his United Kingdom colleague's remarks to the effect
that the concept of Telecommands and Telecontrols was the same whether it wag
a question of a railway command system or a weapons command system. He
emphasized once more that the loading of certain gquads of the cable ordered
by the Russians could not be taken into consideration, owing to the fact that
this was a factor determined solely at the time the cable was laid and thab
one country which had proposed to have its own technicians carry out the
installation of the cables had had this offer refused by the Soviet authori-
ties.

11. As to the idea of "special design", the Delegate, reverting to
the example of the cable ordered from France, stressed once again that, far
from being "specially designed for railway signalling", this cable corres-—
ponded to the standards set up by the International Telecommunications Union
for communication cables; in support of this stetement, he guoted the
following passage from the Report of the International Telccommunications
Union:

UBagic clauscs of a model specification for the supply of star quad
cable designed to provide 12, 24, 36, 48 or 60 carrier telephone
channels on cach quad pair.

The new cable which will be laid in the europcan international

tclephone network will hove unloaded symmetric poirs designed to

be used for 12, 24, 36, 48 or 60 carricr telephone chennels on

each pair. Those pairs should be laid up in star quads and all

the unloaded pairs of the same cavle should be one of the 3

types the charscteristics of which arc shown in the table below:
Type 1 Type 2 Type 3

Diameter of conductors 0.9 mm 1.2 mm 1.3 mm "

The supplementary characteristics quoted by the Fronch Delegation in no way
gsufficed to cstablish that it was a question of a cable "specially designocd
for railway signalling".

12. The GERMAN Delegote stated that as the French proposal was still
being studicd by his Government he had not received final instructions. :
Reforring to the statement by the Fronch Delcgate (paragroph 9 above), the
Delegate wished to stress that his Delegation's statements had been made in
tho belief that the cables involved were in point of fact covered by Item
1526.

13. The CANADIAN Delogate stated that after consideration of the
French proposel his Government were of opinion that the type of equipment
which would be excluded from the embargo posscssed & communication capacity
warrenting their retention on List I. The Canadian Government in any cvent
were not in favour of narrowing or altering the embargo coverage of Item 1526,
As to Item 4481, the Ceanadian Govermment would bo in favour of amending it

80 as to stop up any possible loopholes and to make it clear that cables which
could be uscd for communications would bc excluded.

14. The TURKISH Delegate stated his rcadiness to teke part in a
discussion on the amendment of Items 1526 and 4481, provided that the cmbargo
would continue to cover the cables which his Government considercd to be
highly strategic and in particular those which the Committec hoad discusscd at
length in the coursc of the past weecks.

15. The JAPANESE Delegatc stated that in the opinion of his Govern-
ment the amendment proposed by the French Delcgation was not gufficicntly
clear o avoid diverging interpretations; in particular, the tcrms "apccially
designed" and “scrvice communications" scemed far too vague. The Japanese
Government werc ncvertheless prepercd to study any new end more specific
wording which might be submitted.
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16. The FRENCH Delegatc pointed out that the term "specially desi-

gned" appeared in numerous definitions in the Internetional Liasts, but that
nevertheless his Delegation werc quite willing to amend their proposal, which
they did not look upon as in any way sacrosanct.

17. The NETHERLANDS Delegatc stated that according to his present
ingtructions his Government could not accept the French proposal; he would
however transmit to his authoritics the technical details supplied during the
present discussion and would request new instructions.

18. The DANISH Delegate stated that he had not received final ingtruc—
tions on the proposal for an amendment submitted by the Fronch Delegation.

In view however of the fact that, during the earlier discussions on the cables
ordered by the U.S.S.R., his Delcgation had been instructed to state the view
that these cables were covered by Item 1526, and that there had been nothing
to indicate a belief that there was any accident of definition, the Delcgate
felt able to state that his Government would not be able to accept the pro-
posed amendment.

19, The ITALIAN Delegate noted with some surprise that the French eand
United States cxperts hed been able, by referring to the same text, which
might be described as an international technical code, to reach diametrically
opposite conclusions. He felt that it would be useful to clarify this point
s0 as to enable blember Governments to form en objective opinion.

20. The FRENCH Delegate replicd that the text referred to by the Uni«
ted States Delegate concerned 4~wirce commmunications; the French Dolegotion
had indicated however that the cablcs whose cxclusion they had proposed could
not normally be uged with four wires. The UNITED STATES Delegate stated thet
he had reforred to verious chapters of the Report in question. He had indi-
cated that the passage quoted by the French Delegation concerned systems which
were morc limifed then the cebles involved because they were designed for a
narrower band of frequencics. Morcover, while it was correct that the I.T.U.
nentioned "geonerally laid over short distances", it should be noted that in
the United States such circuits werc used in telephony with frequency-carri-
ers on distances going up to 1,000 nmiles.

21. The ITALTAN Delegate, strossing the importence of maintaining
cohesion and unconinity botween Member Governnents, enguired how the conclu-
sions of the present dcbate should be interpreted in the light of the dis-~
cuggions held on the 13th and 16th April and roecorded respectively in COCOILI
Docs. 3489 and 3492.

22, The CHAIRMAN stated that if the debate were to be closed at this
juncture, the Committee would have to rugister four fimm objections to the
French amendnent proposal. As to the interpretation of the itenms involved,
the Chairmen pointed out that the whole of the Committee, with the cxception
of one Delegation, considered that the cables ordered by the U.3.5.R. were
covered by Item 1%526.

23, The DANISH Dclegate, roferring to his Italian colleaguc's state-
nents on the unaninity question, pointed out that the application of this rule
wos perfectly clear whon it wag a uatter of anending a definition in the
Lists. As to an interpretation question, however, the Delegate found it
difficult to sce how the unanimity rule could apply in practice, for if one
Government cdopted a different interpretetion from that of the others, the
Committee would find itself in 2 blind alley; it would seem that in such an
event the najority rule would constitute the only practical problem.

24, The CHAIRMAN agrced that the proposal was a useful one, but ;aid
that it would mean an innovation becausc, although in practice the ninority
joined the vicws of the majority, therc was no ruling to that cffect.
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254 The UNITED STATES Delegate stated that he was in complete agroge

nent with what the Chairmen had said and felt that it would be natural for a
Government, having asked other iembers of the Committee for their interpre-

totion of the scope of & definition, to bow to the opinion expressed by the

greatest nunber.,

26, At the request of one Delegation the CHAIRMAN summed up as
follows the situation at the close of the day% discussions: four Delegations -
those of Canada, the United States, the United Kingdom =nd Turkey - had '
raised firn objections to the amendment Proposal submitted by the French
Delegation. The Netherlands Delegation was not in favour of this anendnent
Proposal; the Danish Delegate had stated hig Personal belief that his Govern—
nent would be unable to accept it; and the Japenese Delegation, considering
this proposal to be too vague to prevent divergent interpretations, had
declared thenselves ready to consider a nore detailed proposals. The Conmit-
tee had thercfore to trke note that the French proposal had not been acceptaod.
Thus the Committee had becn breught back to the earlier situstion in which
they had had to note that on the question of interpretation 14 countrics
belicved that the cables ordered by the U.8.8.R. were covered by Iten 1526,
while the French Delegation considered that they were covercd by Item 4481.
The Chairman then asked the French Delegate what conelusions he intended to
draw frow the views cxXpressed by the Commnittee.

27 The FRENCH Delegate stated that he would have enticipated that
the present technical debote would not confine itsolf to a bilatoral exchange
of vicws between the United States Delegation and his own; and recalled thab
it was clear from COCOM Doc. 3470 that the Belgian, Gernan, Italian and
Japanese DolcgationS, while consilering that the cablcs involved were covered
by Item 1526 (save for the Belgian Delegetion) believed nevertheless that
they had no great strategic valua. Enphasizing once again thet the ancndnent
proposal subnitted by nis Delegation could very well be changed, the Delegate
stated thet it would secn to hin to be desirable, before concluding the pre-
sent debate, to hear the views on the strategic value of railway cables of
the four Delegations to which he had Just referred and to leave to Member
Governments the rossibility of appreciating the argunicnts exchanged in the
coursc of the present wccting; at the saue tine, the French Delegation would
endeavour to draw up a nore detailed definition.

28, Following a lengthy exchange of views, in the course of which

the Chairnman cuphasized that cach Governnent was entitled to base their vicews
on a political assessnent without going into technical details, the COMMITTER
agreed that on the 27th 4pril they would conclude the discussion on the
encndnent of Items 1526 and 4481 and would possibly discuss afresh the inter-—
pretation problem raised by these itens.

29. On the 23rd April the French Delegate invited Delcgations to take
part in 2 journey organised so as to enable the Committec to inspect on the
D8le-Vallorbe line the S.N.C.F. instellations equipped with the cables whoso
exclusion from Iten 1526 was being proposed by the Fronch Governnent.

30, As this journey was to take place on the 28th April, the COMMMIT-
TEE agreed to resunc its discussion on the 29th April.

31. On the 27th 4pril, the COMMITTER ogreed to postpone the resunp-
tion of the debate to the 6th May.
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